Systematic review studies’ quality assessment

Quality assessment of the studies included in the systematic review based on Methodological Index
for Non-Randomized Studies (MINORS).
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Reported and adequate: 2; Reported but inadequate: 1; Not reported: 0.




Quality assessment of the studies included in the systematic review based on JBI (Joanna Briggs
Institute) critical appraisal checklist for case reports.
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Yes:2; No:1; Not applicable: 0.
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